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Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today to express my support for what
many in this country do not know has
occurred, but is exceedingly important.
That is the unilateral cease-fire that
was declared on August 28, 1998, by the
Kurdish rebel leader, Abdullah Ocalan.

Taking part in a live broadcast on
Med-TV from his base in the Middle
East, Mr. Ocalan noted that, effective
September 1, 1998, he has ordered his
guerillas to cease their operations and
silence their guns until further notice.
This is a momentous opportunity, Mr.
Speaker, for the advocates of peace,
the defenders of human rights, and the
champions of trade with the oil-rich
countries that surround this explosive
region called Kurdistan.

For several years now, Mr. Speaker, I
have risen on this floor to draw the at-
tention of my colleagues to the endur-
ing struggle of the Kurds for peace, de-
mocracy, and human rights. I have
strongly supported their inalienable
right to self-determination. Who
among us has not heard of the brutal-
ity exercised against the Kurds by Sad-
dam Hussein?

The theocracy in Iran has targeted
the top leadership of the Kurdish re-
sistance, and murdered many of its
ablest leaders. Turkey, a country that
we supported as a bulwark against the
Soviet expansion during the Cold War,
has left its own trail of desolation in
the land of the Kurds.

We cannot afford to call a country a
friend, ally, and partner, Mr. Speaker,
if it refuses to practice the most basic
dictates of democracy, such as the free-
dom of expression and assembly. Kurds,
who constitute one-third of the popu-
lation of Turkey and number some 20
million, are denied their basic human
rights, such as the expression of their
identity, the use of their own language,
the practice and perpetuation of their
culture, as a distinct and indigenous
people that has its roots in the dawn of
history.

The Turkish constitution, the solemn
document binding the peoples of Tur-
key together, makes no reference to
the existence of the Kurds. Its Article
3 expressly forbids the use of the Kurd-
ish language in print and in official
settings. The Kurds, thus, can write
books in English, French, or German,
but not in their native Kurdish. Those
who do end up with a prison sentence
that can run into a century. The noted
Turkish sociologist, Ismail Besikci,
who has merely written about the
Kurds, has accumulated prison sen-
tences of more than 100 years.

Many of us are well aware, Mr.
Speaker, of the historical abuse of the
Armenians. In 1915, the Armenians
were systematically exterminated in
the Ottoman Empire. A similar strat-
egy is now being carried out against
the Kurds.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for a
bold departure from the old policy of
entrusting a blank check to Turkey to
do whatever it wishes with its Kurdish
minority. The government in Ankara

has abdicated its responsibility, and
entrusted the entire Kurdish region to
the rule of uncompromising Turkish
generals for the last 18 years. They
have killed more than 40,000 people,
and have driven 3 million from their
homes. More than 3,000 Kurdish vil-
lages have been destroyed. Duly-elect-
ed Kurdish parliamentarians are now
rotting in jails. The voices of com-
promise and reconciliation have been
silenced. We are witnessing an histori-
cal tragedy.

Now the offer of the cease-fire by the
Kurdish rebel leader has the potential
to bring peace to this troubled region,
and open the way for the coexistence of
the Kurds with the Turks. Mr. Ocalan
has stated that he is ready to disband
his forces if Turkey takes steps to con-
stitutionally recognize its 20 million
Kurdish population.

Some courageous leaders in Turkey
now recognize the crisis must be
solved. On September 11, 1998,
Husamettin Cindoruk, leader of the
Democratic Turkey Party, a member of
the ruling coalition in the Turkish gov-
ernment, actually admitted that nego-
tiations must begin. As he said, Turkey
will get nowhere by masking this prob-
lem and delaying a solution.

He suggested that the talks that pro-
duced the good Friday agreement be-
tween Ireland and Britain can be the
model for his own country. Members of
the largest Turkish party, the Virtue
Party, Recai Kutan and Hasim Hasimi,
have also expressed similar sentiments.
These deputies ought to be commended
for their courage. Their words carry
the real promise of peace.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot help but bring
to the attention of this body the plight
of a group of Turkish and Kurdish
women who have gathered in front of
Galatasaray High School to protest the
disappearance of their loved ones over
the last 3 years. Known as the Satur-
day Mothers, they were visited this
past January by our colleagues, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. JOHN POR-
TER) and the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. STENY HOYER), and the President
of the Human Rights Alliance, Kathryn
Porter.

Under the U.N. Declaration of Pro-
tection of All Persons from Enforced
Disappearance, the authorities are
obliged to carry out prompt, thorough,
and impartial investigations into every
report of disappearance. According to
Amnesty International, no investiga-
tions satisfying these criteria have
been carried out. This sad state of af-
fairs was compounded on August 29
when police detained 150 people.

With the declaration of this Kurdish
cease-fire, we now have an opportunity.
We helped to make possible the Good
Friday Agreement, the Dayton talks,
and the Israeli-Palestinian accords. We
must do no less for the Kurds.
f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the

House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 1 p.m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.
f

IN SUPPORT OF REFORMS OF THE
INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, in the
next day or so we will be voting on the
spending plan, the rest of the spending
plan, for fiscal year 1999. An important
part of that is a matter involving the
International Monetary Fund, and
there were many of us who said that we
would only vote for that provision with
proper reforms.

Mr. Speaker, I am now able to rise in
support of reforming the International
Monetary Fund and the provisions
claimed in the bill ahead of us. The re-
forms to be included in the appropria-
tions bill, and particularly the enforce-
ment provisions, are not nearly as ex-
tensive as I would have liked. Nonethe-
less, if these reforms are permitted to
take place and to be in effect, they will
be steps in the right direction toward
longer-term reform for the IMF.

The implementation of IMF reforms
in this bill will be an important test of
the good faith and credibility of the
Treasury Department and IMF offi-
cials. With regard to the reforms them-
selves, our review of their development
from earlier legislation is critical to
understand the intent of Congress.

The structure of the reforms pertain-
ing to transparency and market rates
is clearly based on the IMF Trans-
parency and Efficiency Act that was
introduced earlier this year by myself
and some others known as H.R. 3331,
which was introduced, I might add, in
conjunction with the majority leader.

The reform proposals in the budget
bill are essentially narrower versions
of the policy changes mandated in the
IMF Transparency and Efficiency Act.
The biggest change is in the enforce-
ment mechanism in this act, in the
coming act, which has been replaced by
a much weaker enforcement provision
in the appropriations bill we will vote
on in the next day or so.

Obviously, I am disappointed with
this change. But with respect to the
IMF transparency reforms in the ap-
propriations bill, suffice it to say they
reflect a strong congressional consen-
sus that IMF documents be publicly re-
leased, and that the minutes of the
IMF board meetings should be publicly
released in some form. Any abuse of
the flexibility provided in this lan-
guage would clearly not be acceptable.

Second, with regard to the interest
rate provisions, the higher interest
rates are required any time the defini-
tion of conditions of a balance of pay-
ments problem emerge, regardless of
other problems that may also exist.
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The compromise language uses some
terms to describe these conditions also
used by the IMF to describe an existing
IMF loans facility, but there are essen-
tial differences that are important to
note.

Finally, or next, the clear intent of
this reform initiative is to require in-
terest rates comparable to market in-
terest rates, as expressed in H.R. 3331.
Prior to these negotiations, the staff of
the Joint Economic Committee devised
a floor to permit an objective limit on
how the rate could go in an attempt to
prevent backsliding.

In the course of four hearings held by
the Joint Economic Committee, the
issues involving transparency and an
end to the interest rate subsidies were
explored in extensive detail, as well as
many other issues. A complete legisla-
tive history of IMF reforms about to be
enacted with a view towards establish-
ing congressional intent must include
not only H.R. 3331, but also the ger-
mane material covered in these JEC
hearings, the only hearings held to ex-
amine these reforms in detail, I might
add.

Mr. Speaker, in summary, the con-
gressional intent behind the IMF re-
forms is clear. It is reflected in the leg-
islative history. A good-faith effort to
carry out these IMF reforms in keeping
with the letter and spirit of the law
will be as evident as will the failure to
do so.
f

URGING MEMBERS TO SUPPORT
LEGISLATION REGARDING HATE
CRIMES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today as a Member of
the Human Rights Caucus of this Con-
gress. That caucus takes as its respon-
sibility sort of a checks and balance for
human rights violations around the
world. That is why I rise today with
such pain about our own situation here
in the United States of America.

Last evening many of us joined with
throngs to mourn the loss of Matthew
Shepard, the young man who died in
Wyoming as the result of a brutal and
devastating murder. Matthew Shepard
was gay, but he was also, as was
claimed and was pronounced last
evening, filled with vitality and life.
He loved life; small in stature, but well
worth the value of his life and, as well,
the opportunity to continue to live his
life.

My sympathy goes to Judy and Den-
nis, his parents, and all of his friends in
the State of Wyoming. But frankly, the
brutal attack against Mr. Shepard is
not an uncharacteristic once-in-a-life-
time manifestation of hatred. It hap-
pens too many times in this country.

During 1985, 7,947 bias-motivated
criminal incidents were reported to the
FBI by approximately 9,600 law en-
forcement agencies in 45 States and the

District of Columbia. Sixty-one per-
cent of the incidents were motivated
by racial bias, 16 percent by religious
bias, 13 percent by sexual orientation,
and the remainder by ethnicity, na-
tional origin bias, or multiple biases.
The 7,947 incidents involved 9,895 sepa-
rate offenses, 10,469 victims, and 8,433
offenders.

I would say, Mr. Speaker, that in
these waning hours, there should be
nothing more to dictate to us that we
should pass the Hate Crimes Preven-
tion Act of 1998. Let me thank the
President for so quickly denouncing
both the brutal killing of Matthew
Shepard, but as well, calling on this
Congress to pass this legislation. Allow
me to thank those negotiators in these
last hours who are negotiating on this
final omnibus bill who have pressed
over and over again, why can we not
pass a Hate Crimes Prevention Act of
1998?

Let me ask my colleagues, why not,
in the name of James Baird, an African
American in Jasper, Texas, who was
dismembered a few months ago out of
hatred, or Fred Mangione, in Houston,
Texas, who was killed because of his
sexual orientation? How many more
deaths do we need to tolerate to be able
to pass a Federal law that stands up to
the Nation and says, we will tolerate
hatred no more? We will not accept the
intolerance of not tolerating those who
are different.

What is wrong with this Nation, in a
unified voice, promoting laws that pro-
tect people who are different because of
their religious difference, their racial
difference, whether or not they have
disabilities, their sexual orientation, or
their gender?

I have been asked over and over
again, why create other laws? Do we
not have murder, assault, and other
laws that will take charge of these
issues? I simply say that the question
has to be asked, what kind of moral
standing does this Nation want to
have?

Certainly, there are State laws deal-
ing with murder and assault, and there
are State laws dealing with rape and
other types of incidents. But the State
laws are disorganized, and many of our
States have not passed hate crimes leg-
islation, including the State of Wyo-
ming. Some States who have made a
good-faith effort find that their legisla-
tion is overbroad and vague, and there-
fore it is not a valuable tool for pros-
ecutors.

In talking to U.S. attorneys who
would have to prosecute this law, this
Hate Crimes Prevention Act of 1998,
they say it clearly answers the ques-
tion of preciseness, because it delin-
eates those who would be covered by
such a law. It enhances the sentencing
for those who would perpetrate vio-
lence because others are different.

Do we want to live in a country that
accepts a random, reckless attack be-
cause you happen to be an African
American walking along a lonely road,
or you happen to be someone of a dif-

ferent sexual orientation who is sitting
in a bar, minding his or her own busi-
ness, engaging in what most Americans
would like to do, enjoying themselves?

Do we want to be a Nation who
points the finger at others who are vio-
lating human rights, and yet we do not
have the courage to stand up and pass
legislation, simple as it might be, in
order to protect those who are dif-
ferent?

b 1745

I call upon my colleagues in these
last hours of this session, if we do any-
thing as we have done to help our chil-
dren and others, can we not stand up
for human rights and human justice?
Can we not pass the Hate Crimes Pre-
vention Act of 1998? I hope the answer
is a resounding ‘‘yes.’’
f

DETAILS OF THE FINAL OMNIBUS
APPROPRIATIONS BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, we are
coming to the end of the session here
and we have a tentative agreement
reached on how we are going to con-
tinue this government for fiscal year
1999. We found out that we can agree
with this President.

Now, he did think that he got his way
on the 100,000 teachers program and
IMF funding, and we are glad that the
$18 billion is there for IMF funding
with the needed reforms that were as-
sociated with it, and we are glad that
we have additional money for teachers.

But I wonder if anybody has actually
done the math. The President said that
he wants 100,000 teachers and we set
aside a billion dollars to do that. If we
divide 100,000 teachers into a billion
dollars, I know this is high level math
for some, if we divide it out we get
$10,000 per teacher. I would ask my col-
leagues to go back to their districts
and ask any teacher if they are willing
to start a new full-time job for $10,000
a year. I know that when my wife was
teaching in the public schools in the
late 1970s, she was willing to teach for
$10,000 a year in southwest Missouri,
and the cost of living was not nearly as
high as it is today. I think at best we
will get 30,000 teachers out of this pro-
gram, and they will be paid some rea-
sonable sum.

But more importantly, the Repub-
licans insisted on and won the provi-
sion that says that this money will go
directly to the classroom. This money
will not be spent in Washington, D.C.
on the bureaucracy. Right now we have
a Department of Education bureauc-
racy and the average salary at the De-
partment of Education is $52,000 per
year. There are millions of people
across the United States that would
like to teach for $52,000 a year. I can
think of a lot of them in Wichita, Kan-
sas, where the average salary is below
$30,000. I think rather than waste the
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